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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

1 . Claims 1, 5 and 7 are objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 1, line 
18 lacks antecedent basis for the term "the divided files" since the claim does not further recite 
dividing a file into a plurality of files. In addition, "the file divided" at line 6 also lacks 
antecedent basis. As such, please note the first 103(a) rejection below using a reasonable but 
broad interpretation of "data file". Claim 5, line 7 lacks antecedent basis for the term " the 
divided files" since the claim does not further recite dividing a file into a plurality of files. Claim, 
7, line 2 lacks proper antecedent basis for " said file structure portion". The above limitation may 
be in reference to claim 6, which is not the parent claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordiniary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1, 5, 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 5,966,374 A to Rasanen in view of "The File Structure of Microcomputer File 
Systems" to Golden et al (^'Golden"'), 

As to claim 1, see e.g., figure 2. DATA IN is construed as a "file size of data". 
Block 82 is a file divider for dividing a file size of data to be transmitted into a number of 
cells. In particular, the data (i.e., file of data) is placed into fi-ames and then split based 
on a channel number assigned for the duration of the connection. The data is then sent 
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over a radio channel, see e.g., column 5, lines 9-25. Before the data is sent over the radio 
channel, the data is formatted using blocks 80 and 81 which are collectively a plurality of 
first data converters for converting respective data in order to transmit the file divided by 
the file divider via a plurality of radio communication charmels and a plurality of data 
transmitters for transmitting data respectively converted by the plurality of first data 
converters via a radio communications network. As such, using the same reasoning 
above, a plurality of data receivers and second data converts are taught as blocks 83 and 
84. In addition, a file synthesizer is taught as block combiner 85. In particular, DATA 1 
and DATA 2 are synthesized back to DATA OUT, which is the "original" high-speed 
signal. 

Assuming that DATA IN is not clearly construed as a "data file" (and assuming 
applicant's claims recite a data file), the examiner also notes the following obviousness 
rejection as well. In particular, the examiner proposes to modify Rasanen to clarify that 
the data is a data file. Hence the examiner notes that it would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art prior to applicant's invention to include data as part of a data file. In 
particular. Golden cures the above-cited deficiency since Golden teaches that stored data 
is a data file. In particular, one skilled in the art would have been motivated to transport 
data files for the purpose of communicating with microcomputers. Golden further 
teaches the above motivation e.g., at the top-left hand column on page 222. 

As to claim 5, see similar rejection to claim 1. In addition, the examiner 
construes mobile phone terminal as a transmitting/receiving unit (i.e., appUcant's figure 2 
shows a mobile phone but applicant's figure 3 teaches a transmitter 14 as a mobile phone 
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terminal such that mobile phone and mobile phone terminal may not be equivalent). 
Thus the examiner gives a reasonable but broad interpretation of mobile phone terminal. 

As such to claims 6 and 7, Rasanen discloses is silent or deficient to the further 
structure of a file which includes a file structure portion that includes a file name, file size 
of the original file and contents of a sequence of a file, and a file data portion. 

Golden teaches the above limitation at e.g., at top left-hand column of page 228 
with respect to a DOS file system. In particular, a DOS file system has a file name, file 
size, and file attributes (e.g., contents of a sequence of a file). The file data portion is 
further included in the data portion of the file. 

Thus examiner proposes to modify at least Rasanen to clarify that the above 
limitation at issue is well known in the art with respect to DOS files. 

Thus examiner notes that the above limitation would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art prior to applicant's invention. One skilled in the art prior to applicant's 
invention would have been motivated to combine the references teachings in order to use 
DOS files. Thus Golden teaches the above motivation at e.g., bottom right-hand column 
on page 227 since PC-DOS files are the most commonly used format. 
4. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 
5,966,374 A to Rasanen in view of "The File Structure of Microcomputer File Systems" to 
Golden et al. ^Golden'') and in fixrther view of U.S. Patent No. 5,771,229 A to Gavrilovich. 

As such to claim 3, Rasanen discloses retransmitting the data in the event of a 
failure but leaves it open on how such retransmitting occurs. 
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Gavrilovich teaches the above hmitation at e.g., column 9, Unes 25-37 with 
respect to dynarnic allocation of bandwidth for RF channels. 

Thus examiner proposes to modify at least Rasanen to clarify that the above 
limitation at issue is well known in the art with respect to fault recovery. 

Thus examiner notes that the above limitation would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art prior to applicant's invention. One skilled in the art prior to applicant's 
invention would have been motivated to combine the references teachings in order to 
transmit information in parallel (i.e., simultaneously) as well as provide dynamic 
bandwidth. Gavrilovich teaches the above limitation e.g., at column 9, lines 9-36. 
5. Claims 1, 4 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 6,192,412 Bl to Cantoral et al CCantoraF') in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,460,087 Bl 
to Saito et al (''Saito") and "Internet Services on Enhanced CDPD Systems" to Acosta et al. 
CAcosta'^y 

As such to claim 1, Cantoral discloses in figures 1 and 4 a file divider as filter 
splitter 8; a plurality of first data converters and a plurality of data transmitters as file 
transmitter 12, transmission controller 21 or network access input unit 40; a plurality of 
data receivers and a plurality of second data converters as network output 42; and a file 
synthesizer as file receiver and combiner 15 which is also network access output 42. The 
data file is fiirther transmitted simultaneously over network 13. In particular, figure 4 
shows a plurality of first data converters and data transmitters with respect to each section 
1...N and the network access input which transmits data simultaneously or in parallel. As 
the information is transmitted simultaneously, see e.g., column 1, lines 55-60, one 
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concludes that a plurality of data converts and transmitters are taught, one for each 
connection (i.e., note multiple inputs and multiple outputs for network access input 40). 
As such, a plurality of data receivers and a plurality of second data converters are also 
taught in figure 4 given the same reasoning. 

Cantoral is silent or deficient to the further limitation that the simultaneously 
connections are radio channels. In particular, Cantoral teaches a general network 13 
capable of transmitting file sections simultaneously. 

Saito teaches the further recited limitation above at e.g., the background (and not 
necessarily the main embodiment) with respect to figure 2. In particular, note that the 
figure 2 shows that a data file is transmitted simultaneously over two connections (i.e., 
connecfions 1 and 2), see e.g., column 1, lines 53-65. However, Saito may also not be 
clear that the two connections (i.e., channels) are radio channels. Acosta further teaches 
that it is well known in the art to send data files over multiple radio channels, see e.g., the 
abstract on page 87. In particular, Acosta teaches that it is well known in the art that file 
transfers occur over multiple CDPD channels, which are radio channels. 

The proposed modification of the above-applied reference(s) necessary to arrive 
at the claimed subject matter would be to modify Cantoral by clarifying that the 
simultaneous data sent is sent over channels or more particularly over radio channels 
such as CDPD channels. 

As such, examiner notes that it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art 
prior to applicant's invention to include the above limitation. In particular, the motivation 
for modifying the reference or to combine the reference teachings would be to improve 
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the performance in terms of delay and capacity. In particular, both Saito and Acosta 
cures the above-cited deficiency by providing a motivation found at e.g., column 1, lines 
56-61 of Saito and Section 2 on page 87 oi Acosta . Second, there would be a reasonable 
expectation of success since Cantoral teaches dividing and transporting the files at the 
application layer and at least Acosta teaches transporting the files at a physical layer (i.e., 
the two layers are independent of one another). Thus the references either in singular or 
in combination teach the above claim limitation(s). 

As such to claim 4, Cantoral discloses that processors use software to control at 
least the central processing, see e.g., column 3, lines 1-17. Therefore it would have been 
obvious to one skilled in the art prior to applicant's invention to control the file divider 
and file synthesizer in software given the above motivation. Examiner also notes 
implementing instructions in software as a matter of design choice. 

As to claim 5, see similar rejection to claim 1. In addition, the examiner 
construes mobile phone terminal as a transmitting/receiving unit (i.e., applicant's figure 2 
shows a mobile phone but applicant's figure 3 teaches a transmitter 14 as a mobile phone 
terminal such that mobile phone and mobile phone terminal may not be equivalent). 
Thus the examiner gives a reasonable but broad interpretation of mobile phone terminal. 

6. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 

6,192,412 Bl to Cantoral et al CCantoraF') in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,460,087 Bl to Saito et 

al {"Saito"') and "Internet Services on Enhanced CDPD Systems" to Acosta et al (^'Acosta'') in 

fiirther view of U.S. Patent No. 5,771,229 A to Gavrilovich, 



Application/Control Number: 09/9 1 7,625 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2663 

As such to claim 3, Cantoral discloses retransmitting the data in the event of a 
failure but leaves it open on how such retransmitting occurs. As such, Cantoral may not 
be clear in the further limitation of using a plurality of radio reserve channels to replace 
respective inferior communication channels when communication inferiorities occur in 
the plurality of radio communication channels. 

Gavrilovich teaches the above limitation at e.g., column 9, lines 25-37 with 
respect to dynamic allocation of bandwidth for RF channels. 

Thus examiner proposes to modify at least Cantoral to clarify that the above 
limitation at issue is well known in the art with respect to fault recovery. 

Thus examiner notes that the above limitation would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art prior to apphcant's invention. One skilled in the art prior to applicant's 
invention would have been motivated to combine the references teachings in order to 
transmit information in parallel (i.e., simultaneously) as well as provide dynamic 
bandwidth. Gavrilovich teaches the above limitation e.g., at column 9, lines 9-36. 
7. Claims 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 6,192,412 Bl to Cantoral et al CCantoraP') in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,460,087 Bl 
to Saito et al Q'Saito'') and "Internet Services on Enhanced CDPD Systems" to Acosta et al 
C'Acosta'") in further view of "The File Structure of Microcomputer File Systems" to Golden et 
al. CGolden'^y 

As such to claims 6 and 7, Cantoral discloses transmitting files but is silent or 
deficient to the further structure of a file which includes a file structure portion that 
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includes a file name, file size of the original file and contents of a sequence of a file, and 
a file data portion. 

Golden teaches the above limitation at e.g., at top left-hand column of page 228 
with respect to a DOS file system. In particular, a DOS file system has a file name, file 
size, and file attributes (e.g., contents of a sequence of a file). The file data portion is 
further included in the data portion of the file. 

Thus examiner proposes to modify at least Cantoral to clarify that the above 
limitation at issue is well known in the art with respect to DOS files. 

Thus examiner notes that the above limitation would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art prior to applicant's invention. One skilled in the art prior to applicant's 
invention would have been motivated to combine the references teachings in order to use 
DOS files. Thus Golden teaches the above motivation at e.g., bottom right-hand column 
on page 227 since PC-DOS files are the most commonly used format. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

8. Claims 8-14 are allowed. 

9. Claim 2 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and 
any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier conmiunications fi:'om the 
examiner should be directed to Derrick W. Ferris whose telephone number is (571) 272-3123. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9 A.M. - 4:30 P.M. E.S.T. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ricky Ngo can be reached on (571)272-3139. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306, 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Derrick W. Ferris 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2663 





